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Introduction *" 
The Marketable Preschool Educatipn Program (MPEP) is a three-conponeat 
preschool program designed by AEL. It is intended to provide a. cost effec- 
tive intervention, program to families with three-, fd^-, and f iv^-year-old 
children in the Appalachian Region. ^SPEP is an extension of AEL's HOPE 
program. The >iQPE model utilizes a oaraprofessional home visitor, daily 
instructional television broadcasts for preschoolers, and group sessions 
^for children and their 'parents. The following report is concerned with the 
Results of a survey to provide information on the I-IPEP target audience in 
regard to the television ownership characteristics and viewing habits of the 
families of preschool children in the Appalachian Region. 

This survey is one of four outlined in 'the Plan for Marketable Preschool 
Education Program 1974 Field Studies^ ^ It was deigned to answer questions 
posed by the National Institute of Education in regard to the practicality 
of using television as one of the components of the !<PE Pi;ogram. Specifically, 
NIE requested information on television set availability, presence of color 
capability, size of set, UHF capability, cable capability, reception of 
stations, number of non-functroning sets, and quality of receptidn. In 
addition, data were collected on other areas such as viewing habits of 
children in the family and availability of a telephone in the home. 

In essence, this report attempts to provide background information 
necessary for implementation of the television component of the Marketable 
Preschool Education Program. The sample on which this information was 
Collected consisted of -approximately seven hundred families with preschool ^ . 



1 

I "^Joe E. Shively and Brainard W. Hines. Plan for Marketable Preschool, 
Education Program 1974' Field Studies . Charleston, W. Va. : Appalachia Edufa- 
tional Laboratory, Inc., June, 1974. 



children in home-based programs. Ihe data collected from this sanrole will 

be used to answer those questions posed above and to provide a description 

of 'the target population,- which has been defined by AEL as Appalachian 

♦ 

families with preschool children living in areaf other than cities of 
50,000 or more,^ 

Finally, this report contains a summary of data compiled by the A, C. 
Ni4l5en Cor:ipany on the counties in which the survey was conducted • These 
data were collected under contract to AEL and cover percentage of multiple 
set households, color set ownership, stations received, and Vi eying hours 
in the survey households. Tnese data will be used to further validate the 
results of AEL*s survey and to provide additional information requested by 
NIE, 

Methodology 

Sampling Techniques 

In order to locate possible sites within the region, a suarvey was made 
of existing programs utilizing regular home visits. Chief state school 
officers or their representatives and other knowledgeable persons were 
contacted to obtain a list of the home-based preschool programs, in their 
ar^a. — ^ - ' • 

' From these lists and from previous contacts with pt6grams which utilize 
the HOPE process, a number of sites was tentatively selected for use in data 
collection within the total Apd,alachian Region. The logistical constraints 
of time^.and available resources made it necessary to utilize parents whose 

. . t . 

children were already enrolled in home-oriented preschool. 'j^rograms or 



'^Charles L. Bertram and Joe E. Shively. ^lan for the Marketable Pfo- 
school Education Program Demographic Study . Charleston, W. Va. : Appalachia 
Educational Laboratory, Inc., May, 1974.^ 



families who were being visited regularly by a paraprofesjsional. No other 
method of sample selection would have allowed both an accessible population 
and the necessary sta^f to conduct the surveys within the scope of work 
time frame* As will be seen, the sites veiried in nature of preschool pro- 
grams as well as sample cjiaracteristics including number of available 
families. , . ' 

Based on the requirenvents of the field studies plan^^^an initial sanple 
of 951 families living in the states of Alabama, Kentucky, Ohio, Pennsyl- 
vania, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia, was identified. 

The sample selected for the studies generally met three broad 
requirements which Included most of the criteria listed in the, '^ield 



studies plan- 



1* First, the sample was typical of the. target population as 

defined by AEL, i.e., families with j|)reschooi children 

^ .living in areas other than cities of 50,000 or more. 
_ V - < . 

Second, the sanK^le was readily accessible and did not 

involve major logistical problems in data collection* 

3. Third, the sample was large enough for accuracy in extrapo- 

lation and was drawn from each of the seven states chosen. 

Table 1 indicates the location, size, and type of program for each of the 

sites which were selected for inclusion in the field surveys. 

J 

In two of the sites (DILEN0V7ISC0 anji Clinch-Powell) , the number of fami 
lies available exceeded the number needed for sampling purposes. For this 
reasoft, a random selection of two hundred families/ was made in each of these 

■ "J • ■ ' — ' 

two rjjtes. 

In order to determine the degree of correspbndence between the sample 
and the MPE target audience on variables where dat^ were alrea^dy available. 
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a preliminary comparison of data concerning the total adjult population in the 

comties in whidi field study sites were located was conducted with similar 

data for the total Appalachian Region. The preliminary comparison was mclde 

possible by the assumption that the parents of preschool children in the 
♦ * 

field study sites varied from the total adult population in the respective 
counties m a manner similar to that in which the preschool parents of the 

'^^galachian Region varied from the total adults of^ the Region. The variables 
whi^ were chosen were the income level and television ownership of the total 

, ]^pulation of the Appalachian Region. This, comparison revealed that the 
counties in which the sites were located as a whole had a somewhat lower 
level of income t$5,74^) than the figure for the overall region ($6^873) • 
In addition/ these counties, had a slightly lower percentage of families with 
television sets (90%) than did the region (92%). 

If the field studies sample selected from each site vas representative 
of the county from which it was chosen, then the sites slightly underestimated 
the socioeconomic level of the general population of the Appalachian Region. 
Data obtained' from the Census Bureau provided ev-ideoce of the relationship 
between^' the survey s^ple of prescihool families and the specific MPEP ta?rget , 
population. Since the survey sampleik3istribution and the U. S. Census ^ureau 
population 'distjribution were dissimilar, a matrix sampling technique was used 

.to obtain a suirvey sample which was representative of the regional popula- 
tion. There were 699 families, in the revised survey sample. 

Data Collection Techniques • . ' < 

Evaluation staff at AEL trained the supervisory staff of the nine sites, 
who in turn trained the staff who administered the survey, since it was not 
practical for AEL to. train all of tAe. paraprofessionals tQ administer the 
inStrunvents used in the field surveys and the competency study. 



The siipervisory staff were brought to AEL during ecirly March of 1974 ^ 
and were acquainted with the purposes and structure of each study • They 
were trained in small groups in the adlninist;ration of each instrument, and ^^^..^^ 

- . X • 

were aided in the selection of peirents who were to recei'^e each of • the 



surveys. 

After returning to their sites, th^ supervisol^s were responsible for . 
both training and coordinating activities of the paraprofessionals . A'totai- 
of fifty home visitors was trained ia all of the sites, allowing for approxi- 
mately twenty families ,to ha surveyed by each home visitor. 

The surveys were carried out durin*^ the period of March 15 to^ Ma^rch 29^, 

V* . \ 

with most home visitors gathering data after regular workxng hours. This , y , 

<^ 

schedule helped to prevent any interference with no'rmal program operation 

within the sites. , . ' ' * 

During the time^the survey data were being collected, AEL staff visited 
with each site or contacted them by telephone to ascertain that schedules 
were being met and that proper data collection procedures were being followed. 
Following the data collection, each of the supervisory staff was "debriefed" 
about problem^ or unusual experiences which 'may i^ve occxirred while complet- 
ing the surveys, ' 

Limitation of the Study ./ • . * • « 

A possible limitation exists with respect to the television survey. 

% 

The geographic and topographical features of* the local sit^s, insofar as 
these affect quality of television reception, may have differed from ©ther 
non-urban areas' of the region. In fact, quality of reception can differ 
depending on the side of a mount^ain on which a family's home is locate^..- 



iO 



Description of Instrumentation ^ ^ ' 

The instrument jused to gather data on television owi^ership and view- 

mg characteristics^ of the sample is a 62-J>art questionnaire designed by 

AEL, A'^copy^of this instrument may be foun<! in Appendix A of this report. 

Generally, the questionnaire coVers such areas as presence of television in 

the home, eolor reception capability, quality of reception, viewing habits 

of children in the family, presence of a telephone in the home, and pther 

related aneas. *^ 

The instrument "was assembled by AEL staff and' discussed with the 

National Institute of Education (NIE) monitor in',Charleston, Suggested 

* 

revisions were ^incorporated Into a final draft which was then used in 
' ^ * / 

training the field study aite coordinators. Ea^ch item of the instrument 

r , . 

^Was discussed with the^ coordinators so that common agreement could be 
' 'reached .concerning the meaning of *each question* Constraints of time did 
not' permit a trial run .of tfhe instrument for validation purposes* 

"Part ot the questionnaire was 'answered directly by the home visitor 
who Viewed- the" television^ set while in operation, and part was based on the 
responses of the , parent to question^ asked ^by ^the home .vijsitor. On the 
average, the instrurhent took about 25 minute^ to administer in jeach home j 
where it was given. * ' ^ 

Due to the straightforward- and objective nature of^.the questions asked, 
data on Reliability of this instrument were not gathered. Where subjecti^ve 
judgments ^we re made by the parent on the quality of television reception, 
a chegk was made with mo^e objective ratlings J^ased on three photographs 
of television reception of varying qualify. The three photographs depicting 
excellent, fair., and poor reception' (Appendix b) were' used by the home visi- 
tor to judge the quality of i;eception on each television channel- Although 



parents were informed that they could refuse to^ answer any part of the survey , 



.there was no instcuice of such refusal. 



^ Data Analysis Techniques ' * 

'Since this study was designed as* a survey, the most appropriate data 
analysis technique was descriptive, i.e., a single tabulation of responses 
to each of the* questions and a. calculation of percentages of each resbon^e 
category, 'For this survey, no inferential statistical analyses were per- 
formed* The data v^ich will be reported in the results ^section below take 
the form^ of tables indicating the percentage of respondents who answered 
each question' in a particular way for each state involved in the suzrvey 
and the total for all states. Additionally, correlations betwee;i items will 

0 

be presented where appropriate. 
* « ■ 

Results 

(The responses to the television 'questionnaire are presented in the fol- 
lowing section. Each of the tables in the seption deals with a general sub- 
ject area covered on the que^ionnaire, aind reports percentage of the total /T 
responsea for each state as well as for the total of all states, Data^^p**** 
the availability of television within each state and for the total region . » 
are presented in ^Table 2, and data on reception characteristics within the 
region are included in Table 3. The viewing habits of the families within 
the regiora are dealt with i^ Table 6, aund adc^itional figures for those 
questions considered important by the AEL research department are presented- 
in Table 7-' , The data supplied by the Nielsen Company are presented in • * 
Appendix C, ^ ' ^ 
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Availability of Television • ' ^ • ♦ ' 

JiS inention^d inrthe introductory section, the -availabiiity of television' 
within each stajLe surveyed and a contposite for the to^:al region are ^iven in ■ 
Table 2. As can be' seen 'from tha tr tab le ^» an, average of over 95% of the fami- 
lies jsxirveyed had at lecist one television set, and of those,, approxiuiately 46% 

r - , " • - >w 

had at least one color television set. The average percentage of faiailles 
owning a^teleyision set ranged from a low of 91% in Pennsylvania and* Virginia 
to a high' of .100% in the Kentucky site. Virginia also 'showed the lowest . " 
percentage ^^6^ families owning color television .sets witji a figure ^f 29.6% whil 
Ohio showed the highest percentage of ownership of color television s^ets with 
60.3% of the families owning at least one color television. Overall^ these * ^ 



figures indicate that a very high percentage of .the families surveyed do.owrt 

a television set, and that a surprisingly high percentage of thest families 
♦ • " ' ^ i ' , 

,owh a colbr tele;£ision. It is interesting to not.e that the 95.7% of ownership 

of at least one set fp2? the tota^ sample is somewhat greater than the earlier 

; ^. " - . 

figure of 93.3% obtained ^y AEL and approximates the national ownership per-- . 
centage of ^6.6% reported by A. C. Nielsen.^ ^A recent analysis for^AEL by i 
the U. S. Bpreau of the Census indicates tfSat the percent- television o-wner- 

ship hx the tot;al MPE population' is 96.7^ 

^ ^ » ' *• ^ f • 

Of those families who owned television, almosit two-thirds had sets in the 
^ ' ,1 ^ ' . • ^ 

^ 30"-25" range, with 14%' reporting one or more sets 12" or 'less and 3% owning 
sets 26" ox more in diagonal measurement.. (Percentage figures in Table 2 for 
thi^ variable do not total 100 because of "multiple set owneri^hip in the sample.] 



3 ' * 

"^EUntiel Stepp, Jr. Demographic* and Marketing Data for the Marketable Pre-^ 
school Education Program . Technical Repoft Mo. 26. Charl^eston, V7. Va. : Appa- 
lachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., May, 1973. 

4a. C. Nielsen Company, (Juotfed in TV Basics . New York; Television Bureau 
of Advertising, July, 1974*' - ^ • ^ 
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Table 2 also indicates the percentage of families surveyed who had 

* 

at least one set .attached to a cable televisibn system/ These figures 

showed considerable variance across the sites in the seven states, due 

in part to the different natures of the target population in each of ^e 

programs. Overall, 32.6% of the families had at least one television set 

« 

connected to the cable. Individual sites ranged from a J.ow of approxi- 
^mately 14% in Tennessee to a high of approximately S6% in Kentucky. The 
figure for Kentucky is pifebably atypical of the region, in that the sites 
in Kentucky coincide alcpst exactly with an area of relatively high satura- 
tion of cable use^ Figures from 19/72 show that only 9.6% of all U. S. TV 
"households had cable connections,^ although since non-urban areas are often 
"fringe reception areas", thefe may be a greater need there for cable 
facilities, as is suggested by the somewhat higher figure found in this 
sample* 

Aqcording to Table 2, only about 0.7% of all those families surveyed 
had a television set which was not functioning at the time of thej interview. 
Tennessee had the highest percentage of sets which wer^ not functioning with 
2.3%, while five states had no incidences of sets reported which were not 
functioning at the time of the interview. Overall, most families had no 
difficulty with non-functional television sets at the time of the survey. 

The question on the television survey which dealt with the UHF capa- 
bility of the sets av^ned by the sample shows a great deal of variance in 
mean response^ across the seven states. This may well be due to ^-a misunder- 
standing of the question by either the^ examiners or the families Vithin the 



^ Television Digest , January 1, 1372, quoted in TV Basics .' New Vork^ 
Television Bureau of Advertising, 1972. . 
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survey -sites. The question asked simply "^Does this television sat have 

♦ * 

UHF capability ?" It seems likely that either the parents or the >cirapro- 
fessionals misionderstood the content of this item^in some cases df.d inter- 
preted it as meaning "Does your television set currently receive any UHF 
chemnels?" Since cost 'tfel^vision sets sold within the past seye/al years 
do. have' UHF capability/ it seems likely that the. actual average pe::centage 

figure for the region is somewhat higher than that presented in T^ide 2. 

* 

Of those families who did not pwn at least one television set, approxi- 
; mately 43% were ab-le to use the television of the neighbor. Ag^n, this 
figure shoved considerable variance from site to 'site in each of the states^ 



with Tennessee showing 80% able to use a neighbor's television set 
ginia showing no one being able to» use a neighbor's television set. 
well be due to the different types of geographical locations of the 



and Vir- 

This may 
various 
ed either 



samples. O/erall, approximately 97% of the families who were survey 
have a television set or have access to one iii a neighbor's home. 

Table. 3 indicates the reception characteristics of the sample fbr each 

state and the total region. These questions were asked only of fami.ies 

^ ^ . 

who did not* have at least one set connected to a commercial cable system. 

Those questions which dealt with the reception characteristics asked for 

a judged overall reception quality from the parent and a rated receptjion 

quality by the home visitor as she observed the television set fimcti Dning. 

In this case, the home visitor matched the quality of reception on th 

with a template on the questionnaire which showed three photographs of actual, 

television screens with different qualities of reception. The correlation 



coefficient between the judged and rated ^2^eception quality was quite 
with an r (triserial) of .77 for the total sample. 
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♦ • ♦ 

. ^As alluded to previoiisly, interpretation of these data is made with 
♦ . , . ^ < ' ■* 

, the recognition that^geographical and topographical factors influence 

y 

reception and were not accounted for in the study design. 

* For the total sample, an average of 3.6% of the parents responded 
they had poor overall reception, and an average of 3.4% x3t the television 
screens was judged by the home visitors to. have poor reception quality. 
The greatest number of families with poor reception 'cruality occurre'd ^n ^ 
Kentucky, and the lowest number of those with poor reception occurred in 
Ohio. • - . ' jl' * 

t 

Of the families in the sample, 45.8% said that overall they, judged 
that they had excellent' reception, and 45.7% of the television sets vievjsd 
by the home visitors- were judged to have excelJLent reception. The highest 
percentage of excellent reception occurred in Ohio and Tennessee, with the 
lowest percentage 'of excellent reception in Kentucky., Again, these differ- 
'ences 'may well be due to the difference in terrain between these states, , 
with Ohio having the flattest terrain and Kentucky having the most mountainous. 

In general, then, approximately 96% of all tKe families- who own'tele- 
visions sets and who are, not on the cable have excellent or good reception 
from their antenna system. 'It is probably unwise, however to infer from 
these data that the quality of reception is the same for ♦the non-urban Appa- 
lachian Region, although the sample sites proved to be quite similar to 
the region on other population parameters (e.g., education). The represen- 
' tativeness on selected demographic parameters does .not guarantee similarity 
of terrain which may affect TV signal reception at individual field study 
sites. ' 1 • ■ ' 

It should be noted that the highest percentage of families utilizing \ 
cbmmercial cable systems occurred in Kentucky, the site wj.th the poorest 

w , .13 ■ 
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• 

reoeption quality uaing standard television antenna systems, ttius, poor 

recepticm seems to lead to the installatipn of cable where it is available. 

The data concerning quality of reception were also analyzed according 

to the affiliation of the stations received by the sanple. As indicated in 

Table A, there were 318 incidences of families receiving ABC st^ions, 408 

receiving NBC stations, 397 receiving CBS stations, and 227 incidences of 

receiving PBS affiliated stations. In general, there was* little difference • 

* 

in the quality of reception anong the networks. NBC had the largest per- • 

centage of excellent ratings (50.5%) and ABC had the lowest percentage (41.8%) 

Table 3 also indicates the percentage of families receiving three or 

fewer channels, four to six channels, and seven or^more channels from their 

regular antenna system.- For the total sample, approximately 50% of the 

families received three or fewer channels and 37% received four to six 

channels. Only about 13% of , the families overall- were ^able to receive seven 

or more channels On their standard television antenna system. • 
• ■ / ^ 

Ihese figures are further clarified by the information .received from 

the A. C. Nielsen Company. As Ta]5le 5 reveals, most counties had at least 

four stations available through regular and UHF broadcast stations. Gen- 

r ■ f 

erally,^±he counties in which the sites were located haS reS)resentation . 
from, all three commercial networks and public broadcasting stations. 

Viewing Characteristics of Sang^le 

The percentage figures for each response category on those questions 

dealing w^ith .the viewing habits of the. field study sample are presented in 

Table 6. Percentage figures are given fo;r each state and for the total of 
all stated. , * • 

On the question dealing with the hour's per day which a child watches 

television, it ?/as reported that most children watch from two ,to three hours 
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4 « 

' • Table 4 

Quality of Television Redeption According 
to Network Affiliations 

Network ^ Rating* Total 

'•Excellent Fair Poor 

ABC 

*# 133 164 21 ,318 

% \ 41,8 51.6 >' 6,6 100.0 

mc f , • , I ^ 

# 206 184 18 408 

# ' " 50.5 45.1 ^ ^ 4,4 100.0 

CBS * . 

# 192 ISO 25 397 
. % 48.4 '45.3 ^ 6.3 100. d 

.PBS 

n 93 111 ' 23 ' . 227, 

• % . -41.0 • 48.9 • 10.1 ' . 100.0 

fotal' ' • ' ^ ■ 

624 639 ' • 87 • 1,350 

^. 46.2 47.3 6.5' 100.0 

s 

*1he j^ntf ie^ are^the total nuirtoer of tinies the families reported receiving 
a station affiliated with each trftwork, and totals are therefore greater 
than the number in the sample.^ ' ^ 
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a day, with approximately 5% of the -xSiildren watdiing eight to nine hours 

per day, and 11% o£ the children watching one hour or less oer day. There 

was ccaisiderable variance in .the percentages of families who reported that 

their children watched zero to one hour per day across sites, with Alabama 

* * "^"^ 

reporting only 6% *of the children yatthing o^JjUDur* (ar less, while in 
Virginia 25.% of the, families reported 'th^l^'^r^^iildren watched one 
hour <jr less per day. 

The greatest percentage of children^N^MjiMlB^^ in* the early 

morning from 8:00 to 10:00 a.m., and the smallest percentage of children 
wafched in the eaifly afternoon from noon to 2:00 p.m. The period from 
5:00 to 7:00 p.m. showed the second higjiest percentage of children watch- 
ing. Again, there was considerable variance across sites for each of 
thes^e categories. This may have been caused by the different times of 
day when the children's favorite programs were' being presented. 

Surprisingly, some of the time periods in which the child had most 
(Control of the television set were those in which the least^iewing took 
place. For- example, although 34% of the parents reported that the children 
had control of their television sets in the late morning (10:00 - noon), 
only 6% of ^ the children wat^ched during this time^{>eriod, most likely because 
few children's televisiqn programs are available during that time slot. 
Siihilarly, 43% of the parents reported that their children had control 
over the television in the early evening and only 24% of the parents 
responded that their children watched television most frequently during 
.that time. Overall, children had l^ast control over the television* sets* 
during the early aft^ernoon (noon - 2:00 p.m.). This may well be due t^ 
the mothers' habiti^^^^^^hing soap operas and other programming during 

23 



this time* Generally , -diildren had most contrpl oVer the, television sets 

during the early morning hours of the d^y. As in otrher areas, there is 

considerable variance across states in the responses of parents to this 

area of the questionnaire, and little Relationship was found between t^'e 

time when children's television programs are available and the time ''when 

the children were reported' to have control of the television sets. ^ 

. » ' . * ^- 

Table 7 is, a summary of the results of miscellaneous questions ,^ked 
by the AEL research department. Although these questions were ^ot sneci- 
fically requested by NIE, they were considered important by the AEL staff 
since they efet^nd previous studies completed by "the staff., 

^Ihe first question dealt with the chil^en's favorite television pro- 
grams, as j^udged by the parents. Overall, parents felt that the" children 
liked Captain Kangaroo best, folidwed by Sesame Street , and other pro- 
gramming. This is of some interest when comp^riesi with the results of an 
earlier study (TR No. 21)^ which placed Captain Ijlangaroo below Sesame 
Street in- ranked popularity wi-th children and parents. 

Overall, 95% of the families^ reported a radio in the home, -and 78% 
of these had an FM radio in the home. Parents in each, of the states 
agreed on their choice of favorite* radio programming, whi.ch was pop and 
country music* * \ * ' / * * - 

The final questions asked on the survey dealt vxth th6 presence, of 
telephones in the home. Surprisingly., ^nly 70/5% of the parents reported 
that they had a telephone in their hP^e, with .state figures ranging from 
52% of the families reporting ownership of a telephone in the Alabama :site 

:) • ^ :■ ■ 

^Oiarles Bertram and Randolpn MacDonald.' A Comparison of Parents* 
Attitudes Toward AEL's "Around the Bend" and Other Children's Television 
Programs . Technical R^ort No. 21. -Charleston, W. Va. : Appafachia 
Educational Laboratoryi^ Inc., December, 1971. 
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to 81% possessing a telephone in Ohio. Approximately 25* more of the , 
families own a television set than cwn a telephone, which is an indication 
of the importance of television in Appalachian family .life. Overall/ of 
those who did not have a telephone, 90% were able to use a telephone in 
a neighbor's hoiise. Thus, only about .2% of the families are totally with- 
out telephones or without the use of a telephone in the iieighbpr's home. 
Site coordinators and other persons farailieir with Appalachian families 
have suggested at least three reasons why more families possess televi^^ion 
sets than telephone service. Firsts TV represents a link with the ^orld 
outside the mountains which is not easily achieved through travel or reading. 
Secondly / altjiough a TV set represents a largfe initial investment,/ le^s 
;^inancial outlay is required to maintain the reception than with telephone 
service. Finally/ although the rural housed have been suj^lied with^ elec- 
tricity/ placement of additional telephone lines over the rugged/ sparsely^ 
settled terrain is very costly. . * ^ . ^ ^ • 



Summary and Conclusions 
hs was menl^ioned earlier in this report/ eight specific are^ of. 
information were included in AEL's scope of work for-, the Marketable Pr'e- 
school 'Education Program in 1974. The data were collected by jneans. of 
a survey instrumenjb from approximately seven hundred parents located 
throughout the seven states' of the AEL service region. Each of the3e 
parents had at least one child of preschool age enrolled in a^home- 
based program/ and their responses were considered to be typical of 
those parents in AEL's target population. Data in each of the eight 
areas are verbally summarized below and graphically summarized in . 
Figure 1. \ 
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1. Television set availability. Winety-six percent of the 
families surveyed owned at leatst one television' set and 

of the, remaining 4%, slightly less than one-half were 

* * . ' ' 

. " ♦ ablQ to use television in a neighbor's home. 

* • 2. Presence* of color sets in the home. Of those families^ - 

throughout tjie region yho reported at least one. 

television set, approximately 46% owned one or more ' ' ^ 

color television sets. 

» • \ 

3. Screen size of television. Most families owned tele-" 
vision sets in the 20'' to 25" diagonal measurement range, 
but approximately 3% owned television sets of 26" or greater 

V mecisurement , and 14%. owned televisions of 12" or less diag- 

r 

onal measurement. 

4. UHF capability of television sets. The extremely wide var- 
iance of .responses across States on this question raised 

' some doubts as to the validity of the responses in some 
areas. Although approximately 36% of the parents overall 
" reported that their sets had UHF capability, it 3eems 

likely that the actual figure was piuch higher (U. S. Census ^ 
Bureau data indicate ^49%) , and that parents were interpreting 
• the question to relate to the actual reception of UHF channels 
. in some cases/, or perhaps even to their own tendency to use 
or not use UHF in other instances. 
' 5. Cable capability. Approximately 33% of the parents had one 

or inore television sets connected to a commercial cable system. 
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6. ' Reception of 3tations. Of those faitdlies which did not 
have their television attached to a coamxinity cable 
system, approximately 37% received four to six channels 
and approximately. 13% receiv^d^'even to "nine'ch2mnels. ' 
* 7. Quality of recepti'on. For the total sample, only 

, 3.6% of the parents said that t^ieir television reception 
was of poor 'quality / and approximately 3v4% matched thefr 
reception with a photograph of poor reception. Addi- 
tionally, approximately 45.8% of £he parents felt that ^eir 
television reception was excellent and approximately 50-6% 
^ felt that it was fair. Equivalent percentages also matched 
■the reception on their television set with either a very 
clear or slightly distorted photograph of television 
reception. 

8. Working condition of television se{3. Only 1% of 
' the families own televisions which were not in working 
order.' Tne other., 99% reported that their television sets 
had both sound and picture present. 
Additionally, AEL Asked other questions dealing with areas of inter- 
est to the !4arke table Preschool Education Program, ^ese data are* summar 
ized below. • *' 

1. Average* viewing time of children in the sample. Approxi-. 
mately 30% of the families reported that their children 
watched two hour^ or lesj a day, while approximately 52% 
of the families reported tlj^ their children watched tele- 
vision three to five, hours a day. The remaining- 18% of the 
families reported that their children watched more tham five 
hours per day. 
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Tiiae of day when child watched television* Ihe greatest 
percentage <ff fcimilies reported that children watched 
television in the early morning froa 8:00 to 10:00 a^m. 
'fhis percentage dropped dramatically after 10:00 a.m. 
and remained low imtil the late aftenK>on and early 
evening when there were increases in the percentages 
reporting most frequent viewing. After 7:00 p.m., the 
percentage of children watching television most frequently 
dropped off sharply agciin. 

Time of day when the child had control of the television ' 
set. The greatest percent of children were reported to 
have control of the television set in the early morning 
from 8:00 to 10:00 a.m., followed by late Afternoon and 
early evening. Early afternoon and late evening showed 
the least control of "^hildren over. the television set/ 
-due perhaps to^parents* viewing habits. 
Children's favorite television program. Parents ranked 
Captain Kangaroo cis their children'-^ favorite preschool 
television program, followed by Sesame Street / and then 
other programs such cts cartoons / etc. 

Radio ownership characteristics. Ninety-^ive percent of 
the families reported that they owned^radip, 78.5% of 
those reporting that they owned at/lectst one FM radio. 
The total sample selected pop ana country music as 
their favorite type of radio progi 
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6. Telephone availability. " Of the parents surveyed, 
70.5% reported that they had a telephone in their 
hooie , and of thosq remaining who did not have a 
telephone, approximately 90%^ reported they were 
able to vise one in a neighbor's home. 
The primary intent of this survey has been to establish tJie practi- 
cality of the^use of television as one of the components of AEL's MPE 
Program on a region-wide basis. The data which have been presented in 
this report supports AEL's conviction concerning the practicality of 
this method of presentation. The high percentage of familes which 

9 f 

own television sets, as well as the high percentage of those who could 
use a neighbor's television set if they did not possess one of their 
own, agrees well with previoxis figures obtained from television indvistry 
sources and published U. S. Census Bureau data. Ihe relatively small 
percentage of families v^o had their sets connected to a commercial 
cable television company argues in favor of broadcast through regular 
commercial stations. Th^^mall number of television sets with poor 
reception quality or with operational difficulties indicates that the 
majority of families who own television sets would be able to ^receive 
an AEL broadcast with good fidelity. Although this survey did not 
fin^xany major difficulties in the use of television as an educational 
medium in the region, it did. show that approximately one-third of the 
families diclnot have a telephone in the home, suggesting that program 
contacts would\ave to be made in person rather than by telephone. 

Additionally ,\it is hoped that the other data gathered from this 
survey will be of use\p program staff in planning the logistics of 
irfplementing the MP?) Progisam. The data gathered on time of day the 
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diild watched television most frequently .and the time of day when the 
child had control of the television have particular iirolication^ for^ 
program broadcast planning. 
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Site 



Cotmty 



ID 1 



Home Visitor 



TV Sxirvey 

Ask the parent "How many working television 
sets do you have in your home?" 

If none, ask "Can your child watch television 
at a neighbor's house?" If no, go to "€£"• 

"How mamy of your sets are color and how many 
are black and white?" 



3. "How many are connected to the cable?" 



4, "How many of each screen size do you have?" 
(Diagonal measurement ^ if the parent does 
not know, estimate the screen size,) 



5. Have the parent turn on a television set 
and adjust it if necessary / then answer 
the following. 

A. Are sound and picture present? 



B. If both are not present, which is 
missing? 



No. of Sets 



Yes 
1 



No 
2 



No. of Color 



No. of B & W 



No. on Cable 



12" and Less 



13"-19" 



20"-25" 



26" arid Greater. 



Yes 
1 



Sound 
Missing 



No 

Picture 
Missing 
2 



OO) 

(/2) 
(/3) 
(U) 
(15) 
(/6) 
(T7) 



(/9) 



(20) 



If sound and picture are not both 
present, try other channels. If 
sound and picture both are not' 
present for at least one dhannel, 
place a "1" in the space provided 
and stop here. 



(21) 
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D. How many Ghaniuels have both ^ound ^ No* of Qiannel's 
and picture present? ' ^ 

If the set is on the cable ^ 
skip to' "6". 

E. What is the overall picture quality? Excellent Fair Poor 

1 2 3 (23) 



F. Which, of the three pictures' most 
closely resembles the overall"* 
reception quality? 

G. * How many of these sets can receive 

UHF channels? 

« 

H. If the set is not connected to a 
cable, fill in the following table, 
starting with the network column. 



Picture Picture Picture 
12 3 



No. of UHF 



(24) 
(25) 



Channel No. Network ID* Call Letters Picture Quality 



(26) 


(27) 




1 — 

(2«) 


(29) 


(3(?) 




, (3T) 


(32) 


(33) 




(34) 


(35) 


(36) 




(37) 


(3S) 


(39) 




(4(?) 


(4J) 


(42) 


1 


(43) 



*1 if ABC, 2 if NBC, 3 if CBS, 4 if PBS 
**1, 2, or 3 from pictures 

Turn off the set and ask the parent the following: 

A. How many hours a day on the 
average does your child watch ^ 
television? . ' . ^ 

B. When does your child watch 
television most often? 
(Circle one) 

.Early morning (8-10 a.m.) 
Late morning (10 a»m* - 12 nooji) 
E^rly afternoon (12 noon - 2 p.m.) 
Late afternoon' (2-5 p.m.) 
Early evening (5-7 p.m.) 
Late evening (7 p.m. - later) 
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Hoiirs Watching 



(44) 



(45) 
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C* What time of day does your diild 
have control over what he watches? 

Early tooruj.ng (8-iO a.m.) 
Late morning (10 a.m. - 12 noon) ^ 
« Early afternoon (12 noon - 2 p.m.) 
Late afternoon (2-5 p.m.) 
Early evening (5-7 p.m.) 
Late evening (7 p.m. - later) 

D. VThat are your diild's three favorite 
television programs for preschoolers? 
(Place a "1"* beside the favorite; 
"2" beside the next most popular; 
"3" beside the program liked least 
of the three.) 



Control 



No Control 



(46) 
(47) 
(48) 
(49) 
(50) 
(51) 



jCaptain Kangarop (52) 
J^isterogers Neighborhood (53) 
^Sesame Street (54) 
Around the Bend (55) 
(56) • • 
{57) 



Romper .Room 
Other (specify) 



How many radios do you have in your 
hCOTe? 



No. o"f Radios 



(5S) 



How many of these are FM radios? 



FM 



(59) 



F** What is your favorite type of radio 
program?^ (Circle one) 



1 Talk Show 



2 Pop MusiQ 



§ Gospel 



4 Religlpus 



(60) 



G. Do you have a* telephone in your 
home? 



H. If no, ask "Is one available in a 
neighbor's home? 



Telephone 
Yes NO 
1 2 ^ 

Neighbor's Phone 



Yes 
1 



NO 

i2 



(61) 



(62) 
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Appendix B 
Quality of TV Reception Rating Templates 



ERIC 



37 



Appendix C 
TV Household Analysis 



This appendix, "Appalachia Educational Laboratory*, Inc., May '73, November '73, 
February-March '74 TV Household Analysis," is copyrighted' 1972 by A. C. Nielsen 
Company and is not available for ERIC reproduction at this time. 
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This report is published by the Appalachia Educational Laboratory/ Inc. 
pursuant to Contract No* OE-C- 3-7-062909-3070 with the National Institute of 
Education, S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. The opinions 
expressed in this publication do not necessarily /reflect the position or 
policy of the National Institute of Education and no oJficial^endors^ement* 
by that office should be inferred. The Appalachia Educational Laboratory, 
Inc. is an equal opportunity employer. 



4&- 



